guide and govern our technological futures.
Some suggest that governance should be left to national regulation and markets. This would allow countries to manage effects within their borders, but denies humanity a role in judging what futures should be brought into being. The 29 countries in Europe that have ratified the 1997 Oviedo Convention have long held that making heritable genetic modifications to people violates human rights and dignity. Existing problems of reproductive tourism -from egg selling to bringing home children born through surrogacy in countries with weaker rules -will look minor by comparison.
The controversy around He's experiments has created an opportunity and an urgent need for innovation in the global governance of science and technology. Progress towards a consensus will require wide agreement about what needs to be discussed, and in what terms. 435-437; 2018) . These conversations can improve governance of genome editing, but can also do more. They can strengthen ties of trust that bind together science and other institutions of governance; and they can help us to gather as a human community and imagine the technological futures that we collectively wish to welcome, or to shun. Imagining those futures requires us to recognize the patterns of the past. In 1958, the philosopher Hannah Arendt worried that our technologies might leave us "unable to understand, that is, to think and speak about the things which nevertheless we are able to do". Understanding, she noted, is a matter of politics: of becoming a public that can 'think and speak' together about our common future. It was daring to imagine such a politics in that broken moment after Auschwitz when the atomic bomb -that extraordinary product of scientific geniusthreatened to extinguish civilization.
This, too, is a moment that demands radical hope. We must not let the hard and virtuous work of learning to think and speak as a human community be displaced by an impulse to deploy technologies regardless. If 
